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ABSTRACT ' ' - * ^ 

^In past decades communities regionalized their high 
' school districts\to overcome siz©^ limitations. Now, community growth, 
^j^changes in property values, and concern with self-governance have 
pr-6ffipted interest in deregionalization. This is, the study of a 
conSti-toent community's desire to withdraw from a' regional district* 
The study has four purpo'ses--to assess the comparative distribution 
of educational resources among tlfe three high schools "^in the regional 
district; to. determine the relationship betweifen the present statusr of 
educational resources and a desirable .level iirdicated by the needs of 
the students oJE the study diit^ict; to examine^ the extent to which 
the present^ methods <Jf governance have been, sensitive to the study 
district's needs; and to assess current cost and the projected cost 
level under the proposed deregionalization plan to ascfertaiif the 
cost-effectiveness of withdrawing from the regional district* 
Findings indicate that the Community's high school is 'receiving less 
than an equitable share of resources; that district governance and 
community' noncooperation will'not allow this situation to be 
rectified; and that deregionalized sch90l operation need not 
necessitate additional costs, (Author/IRT) 
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A Study of the ^Derecionall2ation of a High School District* 
Bruce W. Tucl<inan and George A. Llbonate \ 
Rutgers University 



. A regional school district represents 3n attenpt by 'a two or iDore/ 
municipalities to pool their educatio^ efforts and resources to produce 
a more efficient school system. VJhen neither comrTunlty is large enough to 
support or fill its own schools, as was 1^rue in many rural aneas of New 
Jersey in the two decades following the second w6rld war, regional izat ion 
represented an optional strategy, particularly at the high school level, 
and lijnited purpose regional districts proliferated. 

Many of the Staters rural farming areas are now becoming suburbanized 
with the increasing encroachment of highwa^ys, housing developments 'and ^ 
shopping centers i> The differential growth of adjacent corrrnunlties has 
become the rule raljher than the exception based on different zoning laws, 
:.and interests and th^ placement of roads; Differential growth places 
4n increasing strain on regional districts since ta>:payer5 find themselves 
in the position of having to increasingly contribute to the expense of 
educating stu;3ents in communities other than th^ir gwn. Today, in a tight ' 
nx)ney mai-'ket characterized by cutbacks and "belt tightening," many regional 
districts are finding it Irrpossible to' gain the support they need from ^ 
their constituencies to grow in accord with the differential growth'rates 
of /their sending -districts . 

The case we are about to docu^ient in detail represents the first 
att^npt- in the Ctate for a sending district to withdraw from a regional 
district, and,, in so withdrawing, to take one of the district's three 
high schools with it. Ihe^^district choosing to withdraw and convert ^s 
presents K>8 district to a K-12 district^ is one -of five conmunltles 
corrprisijig thq Regional High School Distrtct. Moreover, Sending mqtrict, 
as we. shall r#fer to it hereafter, is by far the fastest growing of 'the 
five mijiicipalities. It's high school population is projected^ to increase 
by one-third, in the next five years vMle the remaining conmunltles \ . 
expect gains or losses of between + 10% in high school populations. As 
its cu3?rent high school student body (students in v\*iat-we shall refer to' ' 
as Sending District 's*High School) has emended to overcrowd its Ijuildlng 
(relative to Regional Jlighs #2 and #3), the taxpayers in the other 
municipalities h^ve repeatedly voted down bond*is^ues aimed at expanding 
the building. Faced with the prospect of a reduction in educational 
quality based on insufficient facilities. Sending District undertook steps 
to withdraw from the Regional Ugh School District % ea^y stef was to 
sponsor this study in an attempt to document the education* opportur^ties 
(or .their lack) available to its high schgol students withlA the Regl^al 
District . 



* Paper read at annual meeting of American Educational Research 
Association, Torontto, Ontario, Canada, March, 1978. 
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» The purposes of the study were as follows) 



1) 

2) 
3) 



^to assess the conparative deployment or distribution of educational 
resources ajnong the three high schools in the regional district to 
determine relative equalities andjnequalities , that i^, to see if 
Sending District's High School was receiving an equal share; 

to determine the relationship between present status of educational 
resources and a desirabV level indicated- by the needs of students of 
Sending District ; . ^ \ 

to examine the extent to v/hich the. present method of governance has 



been sensitive to Sending District's needs; 



/ 



to assess c^urrent costs and pro-jected costs levels under the proposed 
derprionalization plan to ascertain* the cost effectiveness of withdrawing 
rrorv the regional district. / 



The vSending District 

In the rid 1950^5, lending District v/as a large rural area without 
sufficient resources and pupil population to support its o;vn high school. 
Unable to find enough roofn for its high school pupils in the surrounding 
conmunlties , Sending District entered into a llMted purpose regional hig^i 
school relationship with six sijrroiuidlng municipalities. -In 1958, ^^hen 
the regional district v/as first fomed there were 350 SendoA:; District' 
high school students. Tlie number of hifh school punils has^'steadlly • 
increased to over 1,100 pupils In 1977-78 and is projected to increase to 
over 1,600 by 1981-82 * 

* 

. ^ SendlnjyDistrict is one of the fastes4: g^Dwinc conmunities In the 
State. Tb.e Tev/nship's 31.6 square mll^ is^ still mostly underdeveloped » 
and pfp.sently supports a population of 17,223 with 3,373*K-8 pupi;Ls en- 
rolled in' 9 e]ome'nfary and ofte middle school. Traversed by tvio newly 
conpieted super hichways , the Townships .population ^s expected to p^-ow 
to aLnost H2,000 by the early 198t)'s. - \ 
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' ' ' Tlif? Law 



In the 1950' s, limited. purpose repiona], school districts were a 
viable manaFement and or^aniz?itional unit. Jlov/ever, by the mid 1970 's, 
many of the clrc^jmstancH that had orir^inally prompted this form of ^hool 
orcanisation no longer existed. In 197^^. then Assemblyman, F-forton &lkind, 
district IT, Monfrouth County, Hew Jersey,- introduced (Bill arV act' - 

authorizing and providinp; a procedure for communities to vathdraw from a 
limited piirposc 'refrional school district. At the tlji^ "Asserr^bly Bill Number , 
/^825 tos approved in Tferch 1976, there were 67 limted purpose regional ^ 
school districts in -Hew Jersey. 

In effect, the new law afforxied constituent districts in a limited 
purpose regional district a procedure for deregionalization. Th±s procedure 
rofluires: - ' . ^ 

1) /^n arplicatjon by the vathdrav.lri^^^ district to the co^unty .^urerintendent 
to mke an invest iratio'n- as to the advisability of vathdrawal. 

2) ' The county Superintendent must file a- report containing in^t^rmation in 

order to fom judgments concerning tine advisability of 'such v/ithdrav/al. 

3) A petition on the part of a withdrawing constituent district m.ust be q^nt 
to the Cormssionor to submit the issue to the legal voters of all th^e 

. constituqjj/districts. . v 

^) An answer on behalf of the muhUipalities and remalning^onstitucnt 
districts mi.ist be WiU^^^^ard to the withdrawing district ^'s petitiop. 

5) TT^e Co/nniGsioner of Education must submit the petition and answers to a^ 
board of review to determine if the petition should b^^anted, the* 
^ amount of assumed indebtedness, and to decide to schedule and'Tiold a 
public hearing based on the effect of the proposed withdrawal upon the . 
educational and ^financial condition of the withdrawing and rerryr ining 
districts. 

: — ^ ^ --^ 

Consent to schedule and hold a public hearing and referendum JLs to 
be granted by the ConMssioner of Education Ijriless: , . . 

1) there is' an excessive, debt burcien vpon^thf remaining or withdrawinp ^ 
district; • . . 

2) an efficient school system could not be maintained in the remaining ^ 
districts or thfe withdrwing districts without excess costs; 

3) . insufficient pupils would be left in the remaining districts to main- 

tain a properly graded school system; or 

4) any other reason, vMch ILmay deem to be Bufficient. 

' • ; . ^ ( ' ■ ■ 
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The Mahcuso Report ^ , 

^ The' validity of the v.dthdrawing petition r:eatB priinarily h\ the 
predictionf of efficient school management units after withdrawal. ^ Overall, 
there is little definitive research^ on -what 'constitutes an ^efficient school 
manaeenent unit. The most corrplete and detailed study of school district 
efficiency in^relation to- school district scope and size was prepared. by 
t^ae "Ccmnittee to Stuay The Ilext Steps of Regionalization and Consolidation 
in the School Districts of New Jei^sey." The Report, also known as the 
Maneuso Report, was published in 1^969 and mkes the following i^levant 
recormendations : • . ' ' ^ ^ : 

•1) School dlsj;ricts in NeW JerSiey should be organized on a K-12 and 

^ eventually an N-12 basis to provide a conprehensive, quality education 
^' *^fpr-all pupils. * ^ ' 

-2) Constituent districts of region^s or districts ^/dth sending re- 

cei^/ing relationship slioidd be reorganized i as 1^-12 districts. " / 

3) The conprehensive K-l? district should have a mlnijnurn enrollment of 
3,50p pupils r 

^) Each nev;ly creq^ted K-12 district should reflect, as nearly as ^ ' 
practicable, the natural geographic, social and economic corrrnunlty .' ' 

5) Legrji^ticti rhoiilo be enact^d to permit the dlssolutiofi of e:jdsting 
limited r'erional schcol districts. * 



V 



Methodology 



Methodology involved the collection and analysis of data obt;atned ' 
from official school records. One aspect in l^he analysis' of this'jdata ' 
* Involved the carrparative deployment and distribution of educational 
< resources among the three hip^^ schools'^ the regional districts'.. 

Specifically, this involved a corrparati^e examination of the following ' 
- indicators- o-f- educational resource: • ' " - ' 

d)' a corrparison of selected personnel variables among the three high 
' ^ schools including the average years of administrator's, guidance staff, 
and teacher's 'InKiistrict*' exiiej:^ience , the average years of total 
teaching experfence, the average number of credits of teacher's 
training beyond certification, and the average nunfcer/ of pupils per 
teaeher (see Table 1 ); • 
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V Methodology (continued) . ' 

2) a conparison of facility use among the three high schools including 
the average number of students per room per period, the number of 

-periods each room is in use 'each day, and the number of periods 
, per day each room's capacity exceeds the State's recoinnended level 
(see Table 2); * ' - . ^ * 

3) . a doirparison oT selected program, variables among the tljp^ high schools 

including the n^jrher of courses listed, the nijmber of courses, ofPered^ 
in 1976^77, the average weekly student contact hours In the practical'" ' 
arts and^phj^sical education, and student participation in inter- 
scholastic athletic and non-athletic exfracurricular acitivities 
(see .Table 3); 



a comparison of instructional equipment among the three high schools 
in selected cioi^iculiim areas 'including physical education, business 
education and audio-^/i-sual apparatus (se'e Table 



5) a corparioon of per pupil budget allocations for instnactional programs 
among the three high schools including materials aj^d capitaT outlay 
for*1976-77 and 1977-78 school year (see Table 5). 

In addition, 'the methodology for this study included an analysis of 
the needs of the students among the th^'ee high schools and ajh examination 
of the extent to v*iich the regional form of governance has been sensitive 
to^ Sending 'Di^^trlct.'s needs.* Specifically, this involved an. examination 
of the follov/ing indicators of 'need: 

1) , a coirpaftspn of test and performance characteristics among the three 

high schools including ^th, 7th and lOtb gracJe reading 'and jwat hematics 
scores, the average SAT verbal and mathematics scores, and th^ numberf 
of pupils applying to 2 and ^ year colleges for the 1976-77 schoo;. 
year (see Table 6); ^ l//^ 

2) rank-order correlations betv/een goal rankings by stud^ts^ connunlty 
and 5ta?f in Sending District and the three regional hlgtt schools 
(see Table 7); * ' ' 

3) the ratio of support for nine referenda by * conmunl-ty (see Tabl« 8): ^ 

. 'Finally, the methodology for this -fetudy included an analysis of the 
current costs under regionalization and projected costs. under deregionalizatic 
in order^to assess cost » effectiveness of vd.thdrawlng from the regional* 
district (see Table '9). . • 



Results 

« 

) _ SendiiiG Distrigl^s Iligfi School has the least experienced teachinp: pei»sQnnel 
both in terms of local district service -and total teaching experience.; 
moreover, Seritlinf; District's teachers -ha^/lng the least ajjiount of advanced 
training, are required to teach the largest classes, in. the Regional JJi^trict, 
Tenaing -District's Fdgh Scho61 also has the lea^fc ewerienced admanisfcrarors 
' and supervisory personnel conpared'to either Regional Higii School •/y2 or 
#Z (See Table 1) ' ' . • 

; ■ • 

f 

) Sending District's flich r^chool biilldinc fa|^ility, apaii: fron its p;enerally 
recopiized desioi deficier^cies,* is clearly the rrfi^f tearvily used and 
overused of the three baildin^s. 

' . 4 ' 

Instruct ional rooms are in use an' average of 87?S of the school 'day (compared 
• ,to 75? for Regional Hig^i School '#3 aijd G9% for Regional High School #2) v/ith 
, one-third of its,roor2 in use .lOO^ of the, school day. This exceeds the 

State pjideline cf 30? naximum use and creates rerious probler^ for 
^ flexibility of^ scheduling. The b^uildin^ is beyond its comfortable and 

reasonable uso liirdt and rust be, expanded to meet current and expected • , 

educational needs. (See Table 2) • , ^ 

) a. V^nile prograi^ offerings in the three high schools are sijnilar, Regional. 
Figh HVz prc'grairf is clearly the most diversified vMle Regional /^2's 
appears strongest in non-academic areas. Sendinr District's lack the 
distinction cf being cither xvost varied or most complete in either 
academic or nonjacademic areas. (See Table 3) 

b. In co-ciirricular a'Dtivi.ties , Regional Vlrh /^3 has the FT^eatest per- 
centage of stu^jent participation with Tx^nding District's in the 
middle and Regional #2 lov/est. • ^ ^ 

c. Gloriously, Sending District's students get one hour a v/eek less in 
home economics and industrial arts instruction and l8 minutes-^ week 
less of gym. Presiimably, this cutting .back in instructional time 

is 'based on limited' facilities. - > 

#• 

) The distribution of physical education, business edacat\on and audio-visual 
equipnpnt among the three high schools as evidenced in their teacher ' ' 
inventories shows that (1) Sending 6istrict's High, v/?.thoul: any gymnastips 
eqilipment is a poor third in physical education; (2) Sending ^ District: '^ is 

. Second to Regional fi2 in "business education but its number of electric v 
typewriters, 26., is no greater than that of Regional #3 and only about a 
fourth that of Regional #2; . , (3) Sending District's has the most audio- 
^ visual eqirLpmertt if projectpr screeri!^ are included; witjiout their 31 screeriB, 
Sending District;s ^vo\^ to second. Herice, Sending District's High, over- 
all, seems to be behind the other tv/o schools in these equipment areas. 
(See TaUle i\) , 



V/e'did not atterpt to describe ^this deficia;ncy in detail as this was well 
documented in The Ccrrrussion on Secondary Schools-Middle States Association 
of Colleges and Secondary Schools Report of April 9, 1976. 
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Result^s (continued) 



5) ^VMle last yoar\s combined operating and capital budget outlays per* student 

for instruction were rougl^ily conparable aiiDng the thf^^ high schools-{mfeh 
• Regional ff2'3 being somewhat lower), this year's budget shows a decided 
alteration vath Regional #2»5 budget going up 12^(to compensate partly for 
this year) Regional ff3's is going dov/n by 13% and Sending District's 
going'dov/n by 28%. Sendi^ig District's re^tinr budget will be lower 
than Regional ;!^2 ^s-and 20^ lower than Region^ #3's.- Sending District's 
•Iligh v/ill be getting the lowest shai:e of the three schools. (See Table 5.) 

6) As reflected on a variety of test measures, Regional liigh- ;^3's students 
and Regional }!igh #2's students ^are different in capability and need f^om 
those of oendirig D^trict's Higli. #3's students score about 9r higher ^d * 

I #2's students 7% higt^er'than Sendijig District's students on tests and both 

are more ' ^-ycar college oriented and less 2-ycar college oriented than • ^ ' 
Sending District's. Similarly, differences are found in the sending districts, 
except Sending District's scores exceed those of the districts sending to 
Regional rf2 when the latter are confined. V/liy these differences reverse 
^ themselves at the' high school level may be reflection of Sending District's 
secondary program. (See Table 6.) i . 

7) Educational (T&E) goal rankings by the three high schools are highly similai^ 
more siirllar to one another than .any of the three are ^to Sending District- 
reflecting perhaps a basic difference between' elementary level and secondary 
level ^ conceryis . The only areas where the three hig}:i -schools depart are those 

^ , relating to jobs where ranldjig by conmunity members for Sending District 's 
High tend to be higher than for the other two high schools . (See Table 7.) 

V ' S) a. Sending District has -had ai high level of 'direct participatory governance; 
■ their rate of referendum Support for the regional distr^ict's building 

Prc[:?^am hias been 67%: This is the highest support rate among the . 
' ' ' ' constituent district^. Although the r>ending District corrmunity has 
shown a willingness -to support a quality school program,this support 

/has often been nullified by the lack of support by the other four 
copmunities.' (S^e Table 8.)- ' . 

^ ' ' ' ' \ 

b. • VMle the Sending District conmunity is represented by three members on 
y the Regional ^Board of Education, .a high turnover and absentee rate has 
r resulted in a lack of continuity and effective representative governance. 

9) An analysis of current , and projected operational cpsts shows that .a K-12 
^' district org^zation would result in considerable cost savings, in ^ the areas 

• of transportation and a^nistration over current regional 'district cost^. 

The indebeminat.e area is in professional, salaries where the costs are a 
functiw of the salary schedule adopted. Using the K-8 district salary 
schedule, would result in a substantial .SAVinga4--iislng-:tJ^ ^ 
guide would lead, to hi^er costs. 'Ihere is a.polrjt'ln thd middle where 
costs would remai^i the same. (See Tab.le 9.) 
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^ « Cnnrvl nsi one; * 



Conclugions ' ^ 



I '. 

.Education in a K-12 district has t^e pGtenfial to be "Xoreicompre^iensive 

and coordinated and to more likely mefet the needs of its student 

than education in a district, like a regionalized one; which fragment" the 
school years. • • , 

Ihe conclusion is drav/n /Vom^an extensive report prepared in 1969 for the 
New Jersey state Department of Education. Follo\^ang an examination of ed- 
tication in the vState and' Nation, r4rs. Ruth'lfencu^o and her corrmlttee came 
to the above conclusion and strongly urged ^:he Sta^e to pass legislation ^' 
to facilitate de-regionalization. '(It was 'subsequently passed.) The K-12 ^ 
organizational arrangement was found to be the most likely, of .all te^ ♦ 
organizational arrangements, to foster educatignal excellerice. ' . 

Considering personnel, facilities, programs, equipment ancf budget allocations- 
all of which represent the*^distribution of resources in tYie Regional School 
District- Senci^^ig District »s liigh School is at a decidecj disadvantage. ^ 
Of the:fehree high schools, Sending District's High School has the least 
experienced teaching, administrative and services staff, with the least 
ajr,oi4nt Advanced training, the most overused classrooms, shops anii labs, t 
the leasydi?verse curriculum offerings, the' least equipment, and the lowest ^ 
per student instruction budget foi» the -coming year. VJhy anji how this 
situation developed and who is responsible for it are question^ that can 
only be partially, answered in terms of District go;(emance. In point of 
fact, the District, regardless or in spite of its intentions, has not enable^d 
oending District »p School to meet the needs of its students. The data 

presented in this report strt)ngly support the. conclusion that Sending 
District's High School has been placed in a clearly unfavorable position. * 

The student bodies of the three higtt schools differ -in educationally- 
inportant ways. These differences' hav^ not been clearly responded to in 
the management of the District . . ■ _ ' 

Sending District's student body has a more vocational and ^practical orien- 
tation than students ' in the other two high schools yet the needs of Sending 
District's students have not produced an educational crrientation designed to 
meet^them. Conditions of crowding and building 'des if 71 and utilization may 
be partly responsible but limted offer^j^gs and equipment may reflect a 
lack of sensitivity to differing student needs . The District is primarily 
oriented toward preparing students for 4-year college in all three hig^ 
schools althougli this is not th^ prlm^^need arrong the Sending District's 
student population. , ; 



Based on Board^ membership tunjiover and absentee rate and the unwillingness 
oP the cofmunlties to suK^ort.one ^ther. Sending District cannot effectively 
control the quality of education. for its own high school pupils. 
Sending District is sorely in need of additional high school facilities but • 
does not seem likely to gejg^hem sinte the District functions neither in an 
effective contiguous mannei^that is, dealing equitably with total district 
needs-nor in an effective decentrmzed manner-that is,%ach coninunl1#y having 
effective representation. Because of high turnover and absenteeism, the v 
Board cannot truly repi^sent the needs of each cormiunlty aryi negotiate to make- 



^Delusions Ccontlnued) 

m • 

decisions a confederation o^; districts. Because of an apparent un- 
willingness of comnunixies to corttribute financially to cne another »s 
heeds, the -Boai^cannot^'make the moves'" required to provide Sending District- 
with effective education. Hence, the limited regionallzation approach hjis 
placed the participating connunities , particularly Sending District at this 
point, in a "Catch-22" position of not being able to meet its educational ^ 
needs while these needs 'continue to visibly grow. -The regional district 
admirilstration, aware of these needs, is not able to make sufficient moves 
to meet them priinarily becai^e of the governance mechanisms described 
above . 



5) , It is possible to operate the K-12 district if formed in Sending District 
at (equal or) reduced costs to the taxpayer from' those entailed by a 
separation of elementary and secondary education facilities'. 
A K-12 district would yield a savings in'-the (1) cost of transfJIbrting students 
to_ and from school (based on double bus pms) and^ (2) cost of administration 
/baspd on fewer central > office staff members) than the regiorftdized approach. 
As for salaries, costs will go up or down depending on the salary guide that 
the K^12 district adopted. Even if additional salary costs occur, that would 
be counterbalanced by savings in the other two areas. If professional 
salary -tG go dov,Tt -or stay the sare, the net result 'will be a^'savings to the 
taxpiayer. - * / 
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Recommendations | . ^ 

^ • / , 

1) Sending pistrict should withdraw^ from the .Regional School District. 
Conclusions indicate that resource distribution among the three high schools 
is not equitable and governance j)rocedures make it unlikely that these 
differences can be .resolved and Sending District's needs met within the ' 
regional district The greater likelihood for a building program and more 
resources for Sending District's students is in a comnunity-based and run 
K-12 district.^ 

2) Upon withdrawal. Sending District should make imnedlate plans to expand 
■ or enlarge upon the secondary school facilities, * 

SendingJ)istrict »3 lligh School facility has exceeded its educationally 
sound limit of enrollment. The highest priority must be the inmediate 
acquisition of additional instructftewLL space to.kee^ from having firther 
prbgram^ schedule and service limitations, 

3) ^ teaching and adminlstratiye positions become available in the high school. 

Sending District's Board should seek candidates with experience and ad- 
vanced training. ' » ^ m t 
- The current high school staff 1*' relatively inexperienced (science being a 
particular case in point). This situation is conpounded by the lack of 
experience ±n leadership and supervisory positions. As vacancies occur, 
more experieitced people -should be sought. 
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Fccomricndnti -inr, ( cent Im )ed ) 



Sendinr; District 's DoafJ should atterpt to create conditioiiG that vdll 
mirLmiize the tendency for more experienced teachers to leave the high school 
and stay va^h th'e regional district after the vathdrawal. - 
The "bunping" phenomenon vail be influenced by oalary schediales,. gonditiono 
of 'eniploynK3nt and levels 'of uricertainty and anxiety. To retain those teacheFs 
who have. the seniority toneave^ Sending District's Board must act quickly 
upon resolution of the withdrawal request to present to the, staff of Sending 
District's "High School a set of conditions that will be acceptable and " ' 
attractive to both the conmunlty and the staff. 

Other than to expand Instructional time in currept related 'arts and physicffl 
'education areas, the program of insjj^ictior) at Sending District's fUgh should 
not be changed until (1) the fac i 11 ties> problem has been rectified and (2) 
the new Board has had sufficient time to study an* understand secondary 
school needs . ' '• ' - ' - 

UltijTiately, t^ov.'ever, it would be desirable for 'the program of studies'^at 
S^ending District's fligh to more- closely fit the needs of the student' t©dy 
-.than is currently the case. . ■ ' ' 

/ ' r 

The Sending. District's Board of Education should Institute a standard district 
wide and centralized procedure to assess the current status of equipment 
and supply Inventories. * , ' • 5, 

It has been difficult to -assess 'the current status, condition ^ and use of • 
Instructional equipment- and supplies ^ Sending District's lilgji School be- 
cause there is,, a lack- of continuity in the record keeping procedure based on 
a ncri-GtandardiV.fd fomaf;' Tiiis fiappens because the. accountability for ' 
ascigiiod euqipment -^\\<\ the recot-ds relating to the quantity anrJ quality of 
the oquipfTcnt ic delegated to several individualr, who often use vailour, 
3elf-dcGigr-.cd foiT,r>. In ad(Jitio!i, trtore werQ no supply recordf; available - 
for either a* c'entt-al location or^" Individual rooms. ' ' 



In, negotiating S. new salaiy guide for teachers in a K-12 district the 
Sending District's Ebard should seek a level- between the 9-12 salary guide* 
and K-8 salar^ gulde_ where, given a irdipjtium' of bumping, the net costs 'for 
salaries in the combined K-12 .district vdll be the same as for the -two • 
districts separately. 

In order for a saving In opej^ational costs to occur, salary dosts must not 
increase substantially.^ Accepting the regional district's salary guide 
WQuld rej^ult In a substantial increase in costs at the K-8 level (since all 
teachers In a district operates on t^e ^are e^ilde). Therefore, a Board would 
do well to tr^ for' a conpromlse between the two guides such that net costs 
for salaries would remain the same. Ihen, oth^r areas of saving (i.e., 
transpertation, administration) would yield overall net reduction In costs'. 



- v,;>; - , ■ . . . ■ 

On Cfecember 6, l^^I; Sending District -and the Districts conpri^inp; " 
the Regional Higli ScipcA Oist&pt voted ovei-whelMncly to derecionalize ' 
Sending Dis?Pi9t's' vfoters ,vt?fcfet3 1,595 to 260 -in favor of deregionalization; 
voters ill tlhf coimiinities sendiing to Regional -High #2 voted 6^6 to 71 in 
favor; voters '^it*. C€Wnu5it-3.e^^feeridiJTg to rRegional High i^I'vot^d 9^10 to 17 " • 
in favor^ Ihe result* e|iaSl(?s Sending District^to becone a K-12 district " 
with the addition of Sending District's lligh School. Regional- District . ' 
oontiliues as a two high' school district with tliree sending coirmunities. 

Prior to the vote- innuirerable puille-,oTeetlngs' were ^Qld in' all the 
sending conmunities . .. Regional 's Boai0 ehdorsed deregionalization and 
RerAonal'G superintendent rermnQd Gfauchly neutual. Sending District's' 
superintendent played a stronc advocacy role as did Scnrj^ng -District 's * 

•Board. Audits conducted for both Boaixls showed • that ■ taxiMycrs would 
profit haiidGOfnelyby dorsgiorialization'. . V/hetiier, in fact / Sending District 
can operate its- ov/n*hiirh school less expensively than did Pegiohal^wlll " 
depend on numerous- factors such as .the salary guide ultlinately adopted 
and the cost of a nt-v; building program promised by Sending Distri(it's 

- superintendent ,■ Sending Dfct|g.ct will soon be in control of its own high 
school eddcation. VJhether^th% can fulfill tbe promise-'of its' irprovorent 
only time will tell. * v- • ' • * 



_ A- Comparison of Administrator's ancf'Tea-her's Backg;rounds in Regional 

District's Three High Schools' - . 



Table 1 
•4 



Sendihgf District 'fe .Regional -Regj-onal 
. Hig^ . . ; Hi{^ #2 . High #3 



Average years of Adminlstratgr's • 
. Experience 

Average years of .Guidance Staff 
« Experience 

•Average years of. Teacher's Experience 
in District . ' ' " 

Average 'years of Teacher's Total" 
Experience ■ - , 

Average Credits of Teacher's " ■ . 
Training- Beyond Certification' 

Average Tlumber of Pupils per. Teacher 



3.1 



5VD- 
■ 7.6. 

17.3- 
22.1 ' 




5.9 


6.3 




6.8 


c 






'6.6 




/ 


10.6 




"2iJ.9 


26.1 ■ 


21.2 • 


20.8 ' 







Table 2 



A Comparison of •Facility Use in Regional District's Hi^ee High Schools 



Sending 'District's 



Regional • Regional 
High #2 *' High ^3 



Actual Capacity 
Room UtilizaticMi Rate 
^Room'Ovlrutilization Rate' 



3 



21.5. 
.87- 



?1._3-. 

.69 
'33% 



193 
.75 
27% - 



1 Averse number of students per rpom per period used. 

2 NxmteroV periods ro-om is used, divided by number of daily <.periods. ' VilTS 

3 -Pprcent of periods of ropm use where- number of students in' room* exceeds- the , 

. number reconmerided by the State per square foot.' • , ' ''''''^^'^^ • 



Table 3 



A Conparlson of Program Offerings In Regional District »s ^ee Pllgh Schools 



Sending Districts Regional Regional 
High School High #2 Hlg^ #3 



Nuirtoer'of Courses Listed 
Number of Courses ' Of fe^'ed 

Weekly contact hours In Home 
Ecomonlcs^ ^dus trial Arts 

Weekly contact hours In Physical 
Education 

Ratio of Students Participating In 
Interscholastlc Athletics * Total 
Student Enrollment 

Ratio of Students Pai^ticlpatlng In ' 
Extra--cuiT-\cu]^ Activities & Total 
Student EnrdTljfi^nt 



183 ' 
86 ' 
2^-^ hrs, 

7h hrs, 

.55 

.52 



'175 
105 ' 
3\ hrs. 

2V5 hrs. 
.32 



219 
88 



J- 



2V5 hrs 



- ■ - " Table l| ' . ■ 

A Conparlson of the ^Iunlber of Pieces of Equipment- In Selected Areas In 
Regional District's Ohree High Schools 



' Sending District's Regnal Regional 
High School • Hlgr#2 High #3 



.76 



Physical Education 
Business Education 

Electric IVpewriters 
Audio-vistiiL* 



3 

26 

155 



'* Excluding wall projector screens „ 

14 



80 
187 

98 
120' 



107 

26 
•170 



Table 5 

A Conparison of Per Pupil Budget Aljj/^iations for .Instructional Prograir^ 
(Exclusive of Salaries) in I^eglonal District's Three High Schools 



Sending District's Regjional, Regional 



1976-77 Materials, etc/ 
1976-77 Capital Outla^y 

1976- 77 Total 

1977- 78 Jfeterials , etc.. 

Capital Outlay 
1977-78 Totsi 



iiign ocnool 


Hl01 #2 


High #^ .. 


— — 




■ — 




- ^ $273.78 


$325'. 29 


• $ 5^86 


, $ 6.25 


$ 72.25 


$3p.00 


$280. OD \ 


$397. 5i) 


$251.28 


$310.5^ 


$33^'. 91 


■ I2.61 ' . 


$ "9.-^2 


$ 9.10 ' 


$273.89 


' $319.96 


$31']. 01 



] • I'abie; b T^;^ ' ' 

A Conparison- of Test and Perforrrence CharacteristiCs'^of Regiol^ District's 

Three I^gh Schools 



^ J 

/ 

Sending District's 
' Pligh School 



Regional 
High #2 



Regional 
kigh #3' 



4th Grade Reading & feth Scores 
For Sendirig District's 

7th Grade Reading & mth Scores 
For Sending District's ^ 

lOth Qrade Reading & Math Scores 

SAT - Verbal & Math 

Applied to yr. ColieJ! . 

Applied to 2' yr. College 



9^.1 


■'88.7 

* 


96.9 


80.1 




90.2 


79.3 


8H.9 


86:0 


878 


936 


97^ 


• 33^ 


50^ 


63% 


31SK. 


17? 


15^ 



,15 



"T 

1 



Table 7 - , ' 

J . 

Fiank-Order .Cofrelations Between Goal Rankings by* Students, ComntQilty & Staff 
in Sending District and the Three Regional High Schools 

' • 'Sending District's Regional Regional 

High School • High #2 High #3 

» ' ; < 

Sending District .69 ^ M i .6^ 

Sending- District's High' ' ^ • .94 .95 

Regional Hir-h " ' l' • ' -97 - 



Ratios of Referendwn Support (Hunber Voting "yes" Divided by NiJmber Voting) 
. By me Sending Districts* 



Sending District . Conmunities Sending ' Cormunities Sending 

-■ to Regional High #2 - to Regional lii^h #3 

.67 . ^17' .50 

1 



* For nine referenda, tv/o^'-'f or Regional Hi^ #2- and seven for Sending District's"^ 



Table 9 



Projected CosI; Differef(ces for the Operation of Sending District's P?lgh' 
• School by Seoding District in Corrpari'son t'o Regional DistriW; 




ProfesGiona] Salaries Using 

Regional 's Guide Sending D4.strict's Guide Admlnistrat^fSfT Transportation 

. 1 \ ■ ■ ' ] ' 

+$225,000 , ' -$3^19,000 • • -$78,000 -$^2,000 

_i_ ' • > - - • : " 

A|mlnuG nagn (-) conntitutes a r.a^/ing;. under derp;^onalization. 

i - • . ■ ' - 

. . -r J- ... 



